that content was most significant in determining raters' scores; organization was second. As Irmscher (1979) observed, without sufficient means to articulate and quantify various rhetorical concerns (including the selection, organization, and development of content for intended readers) writing instruction can be reduced to proofreading, suggesting that "error-free writing" is synonymous with "good writing."
In an effort to address these concerns, researchers have proposed the development of analytic evaluative measures (Purves, Gorman, and Takala, 1988; Connor, 1988) . Connor characterized analytic assessment tools as "discoursestructuring measures" for evaluating a writer's ability to effectively organize text, in contrast to "text/linguistic measures" for evaluating a writer's ability to produce texts with appropriate spelling, punctuation, and grammar. Basically, analytic measures break things down into constituent parts in order to examine how they work (White, 1985) ; therefore, analytic evaluation involves tw basic activities: (1) determining a list of desired characteristics for the rhetorical situation and, (2) devising a scoring scale with low, middle, and high rankings for rating each characteristic (Cooper & Odell, 1977; Perkins, 1983 ).
This study presents two analytic measures for evaluating managerial writing: the Analysis of Argument Measure and the Persuasive Adaptiveness Measure. Both measures were inspired by Connor (1988) , who employed Toulmin's "elements of argument" and Clark and Delia's (1977) "adaptiveness scale" to evaluate English essays written by international students. Using Connor's (1988) work as a starting point, we developed the Analysis of Argument and P:. ;suasive Adaptiveness
Measures through a series of pilots involving the assessment of business documents.
The goal of this piloting process was to formulate measures that could be employed to evaluate managerial documents of a deliberately directorial nature, a focus based on the conviction that managers frequently write persuasive documents to produce cooperation, approval, compliance, and sales (Driskill, 1989; Northey, 1990; Paradis, Dobrin, and Miller, 1985) . We subsequently employed the piloted measures to assess a selected sample of managerial memoranda that had been previously scored holistically. Drawing correlations between the holistic and the analytic scores allowed us to test the validity and potential usefulness of the analytic measures.
METHODOLOGY
The Analysis of Argument and the Persuasive Adaptiveness Measures were developed through three pilots following the approach outlined by Perkins (1983) . For each pilot, senior writing consultants at the University of Michigan School of Business Administration used the measures to score several kinds of persuasive documents written by managers and MBA students in response to management communication cases. Basically, the process for each pilot ran like this: evaluators gathered in a room, reviewed the measure to be employed, and then individually used that measure to evaluate five to fifteen documents. Subsequently, the evaluators compared scores, discussed the workability of the measure, and refined the scoring levels and corresponding descriptions. We repeated this process until the evaluators were satisfied with the measure and could apply it with 95 to 100 percent agreement.
We completed two of the three pilots during the 1989-1990 school year. The following year, writing consultants used the measures for consulting sessions with students. Discussions about the usefulness of the measures during these sessions prompted additional revisions. A third pilot, in the summer of 1991, resulted in the analytic measures presented here.
After the piloting process, we employed the measures to evaluate a selected sample of persuasive memoranda written in response to the Crown Regent Case (Appendix A), one of the cases used for a managerial writing assessment at the University of Michigan School of Business Administration. Two hundred seventy entering MBA students took this assessment. Their assessment memoranda were scored holistically and filed according to scoring level. To compile the sample for this study, we pulled every fifth memorandum, covered identifying names and holistic scores, and made copies. These copied documents comprised a sample of 54 memoranda, with an appropriate number of documents at each holistic scoring level.
Subsequently, two evaluators independently scored each memorandum. In cases where the evaluators' scores differed, a third evaluator independently scored the memorandum. Results from this process served to test the reliability and validity of the measures.
The following discussion presents the Analysis of Argument and Persuasive Adaptiveness Measures in conjunction with the theory upon which each is based.
Sample exercises suggest ways each can be employed for training. Findings from the use of the measures to evaluate the selected document sample provide interrater reliability results, which are discussed in conjunction with the measure descriptions.
Correlations between the analytic and holistic scores are presented in a special section before the conclusion. Throughout the discussion, cuttings from Crown Regent sample memoranda serve as illustrative material.
THE ANALYSIS OF ARGUMENT MEASURE
In 1958, Toulmin identified three irreducible attributes for the existence of an argument: claims, data, and warrants. According to Toulmin, claims are conclusions whose merits one is seeking to establish, data are the facts appealed to as a foundation for a claim, and warrants are connectors that justify or register the legitimacy of the step from the data to the claim. Toulmin contended that "establishing conclusions by the production of arguments" required these three elements (1958, 97) .
In 1988, Connor employed Toulmin's elements of an argument to construct scale for scoring the claims, data, and warrants in student essays. Simply summarized, Connor's "Analysis of Reasoning Measure" defined claims as interrelated major and minor topic statements that support a particular point of view. Using Connor's measure, an essay lacking a specific topic statement and consistent viewpoint received a low claim score of one; whereas, an essay including a specific topic statement, several well-developed supporting statements, and possessing a consistent point of view received a high claim score of three. Connor scored data and warrants similarly--an essay containing no, or very little, data received a low data score of one; whereas, an essay containing well-developed and varied data received a high score of three.
The Analysis of Argument Measure presented here works somewhat differently, largely because it was designed for evaluating persuasive documents written for a variety of managerial situations; that is, documents intended to promote or defend specific conclusions or recommendations regarding an idea, an object, or an action, such as a proposal for a new product marketing strategy, a letter presenting reasons why a loan has been denied, a memorandum encouraging sales representatives to promote a particular product, or a press release defending company procedures during a crisis. Based on the notion that often a manager must write documents that very clearly state and substantiate his or her conclusions or recommendations, the Analysis of Argument Measure treats claims as the recommendations or conclusions that a writer wants his or her readers to accept. Evaluators assign a score ranging from a low of one to a high of four on each of the following: claims (conclusions or recommendations), data (evidence supporting those conclusions or recommendations), and warrants (explanation of the connection between the data and the claims). A document lacking conclusions or recommendations and with no consistent point of view receives the low claim score of one; whereas, a document receives the high score of four if the recommendations or conclusions are clear, interrelated, and highly relevant tor the rhetorical situation. Scoring for data and warrants works in kind, as seen in Figure 1 . Directions: To administer the Analysis of Argument Measure, an evaluator must identify the claims, data and warrants in the document. These elements appear in various arrangementssometimes warrants come before claims, data before warrants, etc. Not every document includes all three. Some evaluators find it useful to identify the claims first, then to locate the data supporting those claims, and finally to look for the warrants. Sometimes evaluators also find that by labeling the daims, data, and warrants (C, D, W) when reviewing a document facilitates final scoring. Ultimately, the evaluator's task is to find the scoringlevel description for claim, for data, and for warrant that Is most representative of how each is employed in the document under review.
Claim (C): Conclusions or recommendations the writer wants believed, followed, or adopted. Claims may also take the form of assertions or propositions.
Cl Conclusions/recommendations not stated. In using the Analysis of Argument Measure, evaluators found claims and data relatively easy to identify and score. Claims (conclusions or recommendations) frequently appeared as propositional or declarative statements, such as the following samples from Crown Regent memoranda:
"Our occupancy rate is worse than previously determined."
"Our analysis of our situation has led us to the conclusion that we are losing market share."
"We need to become more of a boutique style hotel."
"I recommend that we immediately begin a staff education program . "I reviewed all the guest complaints and found that. . . ."
"After analyzing our current occupancy position. . . ."
Consequently, during the pilots evaluators located and scored claims and data with relative ease. Evaluators achieved an interrater reliability using cohen kappa of 0.736 for claim and of 0.656 for data on the sample documents for this study, as shown in Table 4 later in the article.
Scoring warrants proved more challenging, at least during the initial pilots.
Toulmin characterized warrants as "general, hypothetical statements, which can act as bridges, and authorize the sort of step to which our particular argument commits us" (1958, 98) . One might say that warrants are to claims and data what cement is to building blocks, glue is to the pieces of a broken tea cup, or a hook is to a picture on a wall. "The warrant is, in a sense, incidental and explanatory," Toulmin stated, "its task being simply to register explicitly the legitimacy of the step involved and to refer back to the larger class of steps whose legitimacy is being presupposed" (1958, 100).
Toulmin suggested that warrants "service" or connect claims and data; therefore, warrants may be intentionally obscured and readily overlooked.
So then, what textual components does one search for when seeking to locate warrants? Toulmin's example provided some direction: "'Data such as D entitle one to draw conclusions, or make claims, such as C,' or alternatively 'Given data D, one may take it that C. '" (1958, 98) . Using Toulmin's exp,anation as a guide, during one pilot we asked evaluators to mark portions of text they were treating as warrants. When their marked documents were compared, we discovered that these evaluators uniformly regarded the following features as warrants: 1) transitional phrases linking claims and data or vice versa, 2) passages in which either "because of" or "since" appeared or was implied, 3) infinitives suggesting the purpose of the claims or serving to rationalize, justify, or explain the claims, and 4) explanations justifying or solidifying the claims.
Additional scholarly work is needed to describe the specific nature of warrants in management texts. Although we did achieve an interrater reliability of 0.672 on warrant when scoring the sample documents for this study, we have not obtained a similar level of agreement among participants using the Analysis of Argument Measure in our managerial training programs. Although participants in our training programs readily understand the concept of warrants, they have difficulty uniformly identifying them in actual text.
A Sample Management Training Exercise Using the Analysis of Argument Measure
We have asked participants in our MBA course titled Managerial Writing and in our Executive Communication Program to score various persuasive documents using the Analysis of Argument Measure. Scoring just the claims and data (which we find provides the most clear-cut and striking results) participants frequently discover they have written documents with unfocused paragraphs that are packed with claims, but are entirely data free. Such documents tend to receive low scores on all the elements.
Our use of the Analysis of Argument Measure to evaluate job application letters illustrates.
Taking collective wisdom of several well-known business communication textbooks (Locker, 1992; Murphy and Hildebrandt, 1991) , we can say that job application letters are written with a major objective in mind: to persuade the reader to offer the writer a position. Given this persuasive goal, we would expect such letters to include one or more paragraphs asserting conclusions (or claims) regarding particular qualities or competencies that recommend the writer as a strong candidate for the available position. One would also expect such claims to be supported with data, as suggested in the sect.id and third paragraphs of the letter outline in Figure 2 . However, we frequently find that paragraphs from actual MBA student job application letters are filled with unfocused claims and lack data; in other words, such letters contain few names, dates, and numbers--the data that brings authority to a text and credibility to a writer. In the case of job application letters, data may ultimately distinguish one job candidate from another, for in the data one discovers personal differences and unique experiences that may recommend an applicant. Applying the Analysis of Argument Measure to documents, such as job application letters, causes writers and evaluators to identify the presence or absence of data and to inspect adequacy of claims and warrants as well. The paragraphs in Figure 3 , taken from actual MBA application letters, serve to illustrate this point. Using the Analysis of Argument Measure, paragraphs A and B receive low scores of one or two; whereas, paragraph C, which includes interrelated claims and substantial data, scores high. (Connor, 1988) . Those who use documents as a means to encourage actions that get work done, such as managerial writers, may want their readers to ask a third question: 3) What must I do in response to this message? In fact, persuading readers to act as directed may be the manager's primary motivation for writing. The Persuasive Adaptiveness Measure is a tool for evaluating the extent to which a document addresses these key reader questions.
Recognizing the merits of appealing to intended receivers, particularly through oral channels, several Communication researchers developed a system for scoring persuasive messages according to the extent to which those messages assumed the receiver's perspective. Clark and Delia (1976) originated a four-level, hierarchical ranking system to score what they characterized as the "degree of social perspectivetaking" in messages. Delia, Kline and Burleson (1979) expanded this prototypic ranking system into a nine-level hierarchy with levels ranging from a low score of one, for messages with "no discernible recognition of the receiver's perspective," to a high score of nine for messages with "explicit recognition and adaptation to the receiver's perspective." Subsequent empirical work (Shepherd and O'Keefe, 1984) The Persuasive Adaptiveness Measure is distinct from the Delia, Kline, and
Burleson (1979) instrument in several significant ways. For one thing, the piloting process allowed us to collapse the Delia, Kline, and Burleson (1979) scale from three levels with nine scores, ranging from a low of zero to a high of eight (Level I: 0-2; Level II: 3-5; Level III: 6-8), to a scale with two levels and six scores, ranging from a low of one to a high of six (Level I: 1-3; Level II: 4-6), as seen in Figure 4 . Consequently, the Persuasive Adaptiveness Measure consists of a six-point (rather than nine-point) hierarchical scale, which is organized into two (rather than three) major levels. First, we eliminated both the zero and level five scores. The zero score was confusing because the original scale consisted of nine possible levels, yet the highest possible score was only eight (scores were 0 to 8). Moreover, in our initial pilot no documents received a zero score, suggesting its inappropriateness in our case. Level II: Reader focused to some extent. Adaptation of writer conclusion/recommendation to reader's perspective.
4
Writer suggests the necessity, desirability or usefulness of the conclusion/recommendation for the reader.
5
Writer focuses on the necessity, desirability or usefulness of the conclusion/recommendation. This may include one or some combination of the following: some dealing with reader objections /concerns regarding the conclusion/ recommendation, some suggestions for implementing the conclusion/recommendation, or some effort to demonstrate how the reader benefits by accepting the conclusion/recommendation 6 Writer takes the reader's perspective in articulating the necessity, desirability or usefulness of the conclusion/recommendation. This may include one or some combination of the following: -dealing with reader objections /concerns regarding the conclusion/recommendation, or explaining how to implement the conclusion/recommendation, or -demonstrating how the reader benefits by accepting the conclusion/recommendation Findings from previous Communication research indicated the appropriateness of removing the level five score, intended to assess the extent to which the communication dealt with anticipated receiver counter-arguments. When empirically testing the Delia, Kline, and Burleson (1979) scoring scheme, Shepherd and O'Keefe found no correlation between effective documents and documents containing counter arguments. They explained this result by suggesting that counter arguing may be "intrinsically face-threatening" to the receiver of a message because it denies the legitimacy of the receivers objections (1984, ), a conclusion recalling Brown and Levinson's (1978) work on politeness, which suggests that requests are intrinsically face-threatening acts involving some imposition on the receiver. Expanding upon The decision to remove the Delia, Kline, and Burleson (1979) major category titled "Level II: Implicit Recognition of and Adaptation to the Target's Perspective" occurred in our first pilot. Evaluators found the category inappropriate given our intent to assess managerial documents in which deliberate or "explicit" directives are desirable. The descriptions for the scoring levels were similarly modified. As a result, the Persuasive Adaptiveness Measure shown in Figure 4 is considerably different than the Delia, Kline, and Burleson (1979) In this particular case, we employed three documents from the Crown Regent sample (Appendices B, C, D). These documents had received a range of high, middle, and low holistic and adaptiveness scores when they were evaluated for the researPh reported here and therefore represented varied approaches and quality (Memorandum #33 received a holistic score of 4 and an adaptiveness score of 4; Memorandum #35 received a holistic score of 1 and an adaptiveness score of 3; Memorandum #52 received a holistic score of 3 and an adaptiveness score of 6).
Unaware of the scores awarded these documents earlier, participating managers were asked to rank order them in terms of overall quality. We then recorded participants' choices on a transparency, as shown in Table 1 . Twelve, or two thirds of the participating managers selected Crown Regent document #33 as superior in quality. Document #35 was ranked low by an even greater number, 14 managers. Document # 52 received mixed reviews, with just over half of the managers placing it second. After discussing document features that contributed to these rankings, we went to lunch. (Sometimes it is useful to take a break of some sort at this point in the exercise so that participants may return to the same documents with some measure of freshness.)
After the break, participating managers learned the Persuasive Adaptiveness
Measure through a process involving scoring and discussing a diverse set of persuasive memoranda, letters, and short proposals. When it was apparent that the managers felt comfortable applying the Persuasive Adaptiveness Measure, they were directed to use it to score the three Crown Regent documents. Their adaptiveness scores were then recorded on a transparency, as shown in Table 2 . In this case, managers' high adaptiveness scores were largely split between documents #33 and #52. Discussion revealed that managers found bits of useful information in both documents, although they thought neither was satisfactory from the readers' point of view. Actually, only one participant awarded the highest possible adaptiveness score of 6 to document #52; however, this participant later remarked that 0 41
her scores were "all somewhat inflated." On the low end, document #35 received consistently low adaptiveness scores from all but two of the participating managers.
The third step of this exercise involved comparing the managers' adaptiveness scores with their overall quality choices. The transparency with the adaptiveness scores ( Table 2) was then placed on top of the transparency with the overall quality scores (Table 1) to visualize the comparison, as shown in Table 3 . In this instance, document #35 received both low quality and low adaptiveness scores; whereas, documents #33 and #52 received higher scores in both cases. It is particularly interesting that more than half of the participants selected document #52
as their first choice on overall quality, yet less than half gave this document a high adaptiveness score. This result invited lively discussion about a number of questions: Using cohen kappa, the lowest value was 0.656 for interrater reliability on data and the P Values in every case were wildly beyond chance at .0000, as seen in Correlations between the analytic and holistic measures were determined using Stuart Tau-C, which is designed to calculate the degree of "concordance" as opposed to "discordance," or, in this case, the degree of positive association between the holistic and analytic scores (Liebetrau, 1983) . Stuart Tau Moreover, regression analysis did not best meet the criteria for analyzing these data because it assumes that the variables are continuous rather than categorical.)
As displayed in Table 5 , the Stuart Tau-C revealed a positive association between the holistic and analytic scores in every category except data for which the P Value exceeded .05, the typical cut-off point for analyses of this nature. On the other hand, the low P Values for claim, warrant, and adaptiveness demonstrated positive association between the holistic and analytic scores. See Table 4 for descriptions of the statistical categories.
The Tau-C on data indicates that when evaluators scored the Crown Regent memoranda using holistic evaluation they did not require high-scoring documents to possess strong data as it is articulated in the Analysis of Argument Measure. One explanation for this finding may rest with the fact that the Crown Regent Case provided the writer with very little data. Therefore, to compose a memorandum with substantial data would have required the writer to fabricate. Given the fact that for a number of years our case prompts for large-scale holistic assessment contained almost no data (including the Crown Regent Case), we were not inclined to award a low holistic scores to documents simply for lack of data. Recently, however, we have included several types of data in our assessment case prompts and have more deliberately evaluated data use when applying holistic evaluation. (A future research project might involve analyzing a selected sample of the documents written in response to case prompts including.data and comparing the results with those reported here.)
In contrast to data, we found a strong association between the adaptiveness and holistic scores, as evidenced by the Stuart Tau-C Value of 0.340 and low P Value of .0001. This result suggests that if a document received a high adaptiveness score, it also received a high holistic score. Since audience analysis comprised one of the four main criteria for the holistic evaluation originally administered on these sample documents, this correlation was expected.
In every case, correlations between the holistic and analytic scores could have been stronger; however, The operators will be empowered to offer discounts on future visits, thus giving us an opportunity to win back a discontent customer.
Comment Cards
The comment cards will be reviewed and entered to a database by hotline operators. This will allow my customer relations manager to concentrate on scheduling the hotline (a 10% job) and following up with customers. This additional follow-up will be a shared activity with the hotline operators. By coordinating the two activities, the operator benefits from a "training program" of one half day with our customer relations expert. He has agreed to begin working a split shift to maximize his in-house impact.
Staff Reaction I have reviewed the elements of this proposal with all of the department heads. At first a concern was raised on the manpower required. Each staff head did agree that with the rotational schedule they could absorb the workload. After scheduling was addressed, each staff head seems to have warmly embraced the idea. Dave Clark, the head chef, has even expressed personal interest in helping to develop the training.
SamialliiiyaEragrimA previously mentioned a similar program in Boston. Steve Wertz, a long time associate of mine, developed the concept for the Hyatt Cambridge. Since its inception they have seen a 50% reduction in 2 9-) r)
4, negative comments during a period when the occupancy rose from 57% to 89%. Also, they have an astounding 75% redemption rate on 35% (list price) discount coupons. Steve has already been asked to broaden the program to all Hyatt Northeastern Region facilities. Interestingly, the profit margin on the discount coupons alone pays for all system overhead and staffing for one and a half shifts.
Summary A toll free hotline will provide increased customer satisfaction and by using existing staff on a rotational basis employee awareness will be tremendously improved. All current staff heads have agreed that, based on rotational scheduling, the workload can be absorbed without additional headcount. The Hyatt
Cambridge has seen tremendous resutts with a similar program which is now being implemented in all Northeastern Region Hyatt facilities.
I look forward to our September 25 staff meeting where this proposal will be discussed with the entire staff present.
cc: All Staff Heads
